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City of BHarrisonburg, Wirginia
Planning Commission Meeting

February 8, 2012
7:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting
409 South Main Street

Call to order, roll call, determination of quorum, and review/approval of minutes from the
January 11, 2012 regular meeting.

New Business

Special Use Permit — 883 Chicago Avenue (10-3-97 (9) Religious Use)

Public hearing to consider a request from James and Connie Hillyard for a special use permit per
Section 10-3-97 (9) to allow a religious use within the M-1, General Industrial District. The 39,985 +/-
square foot parcel is located at 883 Chicago Avenue and can be found on tax map 39-E-1.

Special Use Permit — 301 West Market Street (10-3-40 (7) Occupancy up to 4 persons)

Public hearing to consider a request from JJCARMON LC with representative John H. Monger IV for
a special use permit per Section 10-3-40 (7) to allow occupancy, other than permitted by right, of not
more than four persons within the R-2, Residential District. The 8,768 +/- square foot parcel is located
at 301 West Market Street (the corner of West Market Street and Academy Street) and can be found
on tax map 35-V-14.

Rezoning — Pedcor Investments (R-3, Medzum Denszty esi antq
Public hearmg to consider a request fr ith representative Thomas G.

Crowe, EVP, Ped parcels totaling 4.54 acres from R-3C,
Multiple Dwellilﬁi{ Medlum Density Res1dent1a} District. The properties
are located at the

1,2, and 3.

n of Pear Street and South High Street and can be found on tax maps 9-E-

tfith representative Thomas G.
er Section 10-3-48.4 (6) to allow for

Public hearing to consider a request fr
Crowe, EVP, Pedcor Invgstypent

Special Use Permit — Pedcor Investments, LLC Mulrz famzlyt slc

multiple family ts per building within the R-3, Medium Density
Residential Dis i€es, *co’calmfy 4.54 acres, are located at the intersection of Pear Street
and South High Street and can be found on tax maps 9-E-1, 2, and 3.

Unfinished Business

Public Input

Report of secretary and committees
Proactive Zoning

Other Matters
Matters Regarding the Proposed Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance

Adjournment

Staff will be available Monday March 12, 2012 at 4:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a field trip to

view the sites for the March 14, 2012 agenda.




MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
January 11, 2012

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, January 11, 2012,
at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.

Members present: Charles Chenault, Judith Dilts, MuAwia Da’Mes, Alan Finks,
Henry Way.

Members absent: Deb Fitzgerald.

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Dev,
City Planner; Alison Banks, Planner and Secretary.

| Jones and

Dr. Dﬂts moved to approve the minutes from the Dew :
Mr. Finks seconded the motion.

All voted in favor of approving the minutes. (6-0)
New Business

Zoning Ordinance Amendments — Pg
Chairman Jones read the agenda item and as

Mr. Fletcher said staff is proposmg new par
of the Zoning Ordinance

ing regulations be inserted in Article G
S, staff is also proposinﬂ other related

) '-:‘1-3‘-‘.‘“.6-,_‘-5_;1 hese
would be mserted into the Déég gn and Construction Standards Manual (DCSM), where appropriate.
_‘, the presentatlon please feel free to interrupt and ask your question.

Ic Ghe concept of adopting landscapino requirements has been part of
s % ¢ Plan for many years. A strategy in achieving that concept is now listed on
R r1or1ty Imp ementatmn Strateoles for the F1rst Five Years: The 2011 — 2016 Action

The proposed @rdmance has been reviewed by all relevant City departments the Harrisonburg
Electric Commission (HEC); the City’s Downtown Landscape Committee (made up of a landscape
architect, landscape designers, and others); and the Executive Officer of the Shenandoah Valley
Builders Association (SVBA), who then made it available to SVBA members and its Board. Staff
made changes to the proposed ordinance after considering the comments and suggestions offered by
the above groups. One change in particular, included reducing the required landscapmo island sizes
from 162 square feet for smcle loaded parking bays and 324 square feet for double loaded parking
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bays to 140 square feet and 280 square feet, respectively; a 15.7 percent reduction in size to what
staff was originally proposing.

The proposed ordinance was written to build on the current regulations requiring landscaping of at
least 15 percent of the area to be used for parking and maneuvering. The base requirement of 15
percent has not been increased but further provides requirements for ensuring that developments
and propernes are developmg in a way that 1s consistent w1th the gmde;_:' of the City’s
B site c’%‘actenstws

%? S o
The proposed amendments would affect the following sections ing, Ordinance:

Certificate of Occupancy (10-3-11), Comprehensive Site P1 & (1 - -17) Deﬁn- ens 0-3-
24), Off-Street Parking Regulations (10-3-25), Parking Lot I dscapmo (proposed 10-3-307]
Uses Perrmtted By Right (10-3 84) B-1 Uses Permltted B pecxai Use Permit (10-3- 85»

o

o ance w1th the pfoposed parking lot landscaping
d 1mp ats as, approved on comprehensive site

ﬁ GgUE @t
has had to go after a de ‘Velop " ‘all the proffers This is more like a recognition that
perhaps a business is ge eady to occupy a building in January and there is no way that all of
the landsea AE \ ace. We want to have some type of an assurance that we are not
4 etithis@t a later date.

‘(*‘:;s*
5
Q
<£

he amendment within the Comprehensive Site Plan Review section would
ment to show all details for meeting the requirements of the parking lot
rdmance» ong the list of all of the other items that must be illustrated on the
en01neered "_’ ings {g{;

:'sthe Defmitions section of the Zoning Ordinance, to which staff is proposing to
add 10 terms related to the parking lot landscaping ordinance. The terms include: caliper;
deciduous shrub; deciduous tree, large; deciduous tree, small/ornamental; evergreen shrub;
evergreen tree; landscaping; landscaping island; outdoor display area; and parking bay. Currently,
the Zoning Ordinance does not define “landscaping.” The proposed definition stipulates that

iandscapmg must be living vegetation and that mulch and/or stone alone would not meet this
definition.

(9]
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Mr. Way asked if specifying what landscaping “is not™ was a standard or typical definition of
landscaping.

Mr. Fletcher replied that the landscaping definition was somewhat of a conglomeration of other
definitions that we took under consideration. To be honest, I cannot remember if this language is
exactly within one of those definitions or just something we added to be clear on (i i

Mr. Fletcher continued by saying other noteworthy definitions include: “calif describes
where and how to measure different types of trees’ caliper, or diameter ¢

G

and, “deciduous tree, large” and “deciduous tree, small/ornamental,” defining ’-size of such trees
when planted. 4

The amendments within the Off-Street Parking Regulations (Sec ibn 10- 3’@ S
of the current landscaping requirements, is to remove the existing repulations and to re-hy I - 'the
remaining subsections appropriately. In eliminating those ré lations the proposal is to a'a new
Section 10-3-30.1 titled, Parking Lot Landscaping.

éﬁ&
As noted above, the proposed regulations build on¢ t pre s,,
parking lots shall include landscapino areas equal to at leas E\ gn' t of the total area to be used

lot and/or Wlthln a 30- foot perimeter of the parking lot toward %tmc &15 percent requlrement
b

and would also not permit counting %ﬁscamo immediately a:. (wnhm ﬁve feet) to a

principle building or the newly requirédil; ]

(ROWs).

4

public street ROWs 1s not an entlrely ne : atlon fot-the Clty Currently, the landscaping
regulations state, Spag arated from all right-of-way lines and property lines
by a landscaped bornot less \a ” This section continues stating that

! it ate vasual elements such as walls or fencmor L

h Pt £
property lmes by a wall or. ence and althout_,h not currently specified, the new reqmrements would
yallsiogfences to Ber |
M. Ghenault said 36
tamed could we‘{%st confi

2‘=§?‘e{écher replied 1 % yuld be hesitant to remove fencing as an opportunity for development. I

uld be an addonal cost to require only a wall and not allow a fence.
. ri”‘%.i

Mr. Wayas"ed if ,}?}}
landscaping bo,

entioned in the proposed language that you cannot use the required
owards the fifteen percent.

Mr. Fletcher said yes, you will find that language further within the ordinance. He then continued
saying a new requirement includes tree planting within the required landscaping border. The
required number of trees is determined by the type and size of tree they would like to plant. Large
deciduous trees would be planted for every 40 linear feet of parking lot street frontage, or fraction
thereof, and small/ornamental and evergreen trees would be planted for every 25 linear feet of
frontage, or fraction thereof. Evergreen tree planting would be restricted to not exceed 50 percent of
the number of trees planted within the border. Owners/developers would have the choice of tree

AU
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type and size along with the flexibility of choosing where (with some stipulations as noted below)
to plant trees within the border.

Mr. Finks said let me bring up a scenario that I do not believe is covered in this proposed ordinance.
When dealing with street trees, an example of which is along Evelyn Byrd Avenue, it is impossible,
almost, in the summer months to pull out of the parking lot at the Verizon storgdnto Evelyn Byrd

Department should be thinning out some of those limbs, perhaps they Gve ady completed that
task. What you are referring to is sight distance concerns, and that<§ S ioned)i
ordinance in two different 1ocations.

¢ L A\
Mr. Finks said there is another location I want to complaln ab@ to6hthat is at the apart it 9
intersection of Blue Ridge Drive and Country Club Road f believes the correct interse
Blue Ridge Drive and Old Furnace Road). There are ees planted to the west at this @ﬁ%g;section,

making it impossible to see. *»§

A .‘.g}ﬁ{‘(.‘ o
Mr. Fletcher said your concerns are valid and it has be% en %nto consideration within the

proposed ordinance. We have included language to ensure -t street trees do not impede sight
distance. ‘% :

Mr. Fletcher continued saying anoth reolilation within the x ed ordinance, again not an
qui rov1de land capmg islands per a partlcular

fifteen (15) percent requlrement is met, rowsy
eight (8) to twelve (12) arking

A new but snniar re
island. Each requ1red Ian'-

pmo island as described in this paraoraph shall provide at least one
¢ ersld evelopers would have the choice of type, size, and Iocatlon within
aih would belrestrd

S

. . ¢

Par ig lots with more han one internal parking bay shall provide a landscaping island, stretching
the entite Jength of ever%other parking bay at a minimum width of nine feet. Trees must be planted
within f%g’ée la.ndscap ng areas equivalent to the proportions and allowances for the required
landscaplnw%a ders dyacent to public street ROWs,

With regard to rking garages, although they are a structure, the existing ¢ ‘parking lot™ definition,
also considers t%y em to be a parking lot and thus would be required to meet the proposed parking lot
landscaping requirements. Recognizing the difficulty and unrealistic expectations for a parking
garage to meet all of the proposed requirements, staff prepared an exception specifically for parking
garages. The exception states that all parking garages, except those constructed within the B-1,

Central Business District, would have their own regulations. Rather than meeting a 15 percent
landscaping requirement based upon the total area to be used for parking and maneuvering, parking
garages would have to provide at least 15 percent landscaping based upon the total floor plate of the
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structure—the horizontal land area occupied by the building. Parking garages would also be exempt
from having to provide any landscaping islands and the associated tree and shrubbery planting.
These structures would be required to plant trees adjacent to the public street ROW. Parcels with
parking garages would proportion the required tree planting based upon the entire lot frontage rather
than parking lot frontage along a public street ROW. The proposal excludes parking garages built
within the B-1 zoning district because of that district’s unique characteristics of '}W
regulations. Among the other Zoning Ordinance changes as described hereinfstaff 15 proposing to
eliminate parking garages as a by-right use in the B-1 zoning district M_@ lace it into the special
use permit category to not only allow for coordination of appropriate lcapi ‘
more input relative to their impact on downtown streets. Surface pafkix
permitted by-right.

&%ﬁi’

iStrict in which the garage is built. If you
4 fup to seventy-five feet in height,

Mr. Way asked if it had been discussed about taking surfac .
B-1 district.

Mr. Fletcher said it has not been discu

dead or missing vegetation with like or similar
z paR
.

L
3

- . g = g
vegetation within ofe

%

quiired’ andscaping border separating parking lots from public street ROWs
tility easements located in the same area, tree planting would still be

'Ihin gasements is not prohibited, but the City has the authority to
S - . . . . .
3 access, install, or maintain their infrastructure. Aside from

typically located in the
exclusively foryt f'nfrastructure. These easements are typically granted/dedicated during site
design and development when engineers are determining where water and sewer lines should be
located. Oﬁen,%gwater and sewer infrastructure is located under private pavement (ie. streets,
parking lots, etc.). Acknowledging, however, there could be times when public water and sewer
lines could be located in required planting areas, whether they are overlapping required landscaping
borders or required landscaping islands (as described below), the Public Utilities Department did
not want to promote planting trees, and other deep rooted vegetation, within their easements. Thus,
in coordination with the Public Utilities Department, staff included in the ordinance that required

trees, and other deep rooted vegetation, shall not be planted within public water and/or sewer
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casements. In particular circumstances where no other area within the required location can

accommodate the required planting, property owners/developers may ask for a waiver from such
requirements from the Zoning Administrator.

Dr. Dilts asked if this could still be used as part of the 15 percent.

Mr. Fletcher said yes; there is still landscaping, just no tree. %
theuas1~pubhc

Mr. Chenault said general utility easements are used by cable, telephone 'd 0
Va t those plans to be

entities that are not connected to the Public Utilities Department. Do We( '
reviewed by Public Utilities as well? 4

therefore you are getting two general utility easements sor __ G
general utility easement, then the one tree that falls into t 4
required to be landscaped and have a tree, that tree
coordinated at the time of site plan review with the
any concerns.

Mr. Chenault said as a practical matter, most of the City’s utlhti,,are either on a pole or within the
street. @ @

Mr. Fletcher continued the Harrison i1 COmnnssmn I
“Could: esen ents theggﬁtahze and noted they are in
Egetiire 1s installed underground before
df’have issies with root systems affecting their
" dscapin@%would be required underneath overhead
th the potentlal conflict w1th overhead facﬂmes as

support of the proposed ordinance. Most £ HEC’\
landscaplno is planted, and they typlcally do ndt

N - ‘- ». T wanted to plant a tree on the easement between the road and
] ‘1dewa1k outside o' %a v hoould that fall under this ordinance? Would I need to coordinate
ehs g this tree with ty staff?

'! er replied the axea in front of your house that you are speaking of is most likely City right-
of-way andlyou cannot just plant in there. There is a method for planting in the right-of-way; you
can request pé Dis gﬁi from the City and it is reviewed by Public Utilities, Public Works, HEC, and
so forth. This lan scaping requirement is for planting on private property, not within the City right-
of-way; so for the most part where you find sidewalks, businesses would be planting on their side of
the sidewalk and not the street side. (This proposed ordinance exempts single family detached and

duplex dwellings.)

M. Fletcher continued, all infringements related to this ordinance would be handled the same way
as existing zoning violations. After initial compliance is confirmed, subsequent violations will
primarily be found by investigation upon complaint. If violations are found, staff would send
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property owners a certified notification informing them they would have 30 days to correct their
violation, and if necessary, property owners would be taken to court to rectify the issue.

With regard to issues of non-conformance, the proposed ordinance specifies that an existing
landscaping parking lot that is non-conforming to the minimum standards of the new regulations
may be enlarged, but would be required to provide landscaping proportionate to
the parkmg lot. For example if a shoppmf:lr center added additional square fo ac ;ﬂ% i
] ose parking spaces as

1ns 3 Lecl to *-’3-_-_ minipgum

Xisting Jandscaping borderjaacent to
§é en the property owner wo ave to
LSt toet frontage. Such trees woul@have to be
LN
tructed, required landscaping
i\

Mr. Chenault said looking back at what M hier 1 S}gg

lots from a use permitted byurlcht within entral Biisiness DIStI‘lCt We do not want to
encourage the removal of bui ith par]ﬁ%% lots in our downtown area. There is
currently a situation wherglthatin bon. Do we want to consider eliminating something

ardmc removing surface parking

Mr. Fletcher saldI gew want

Mrs. Tume
. e
park gfio

3 e?\‘f\
s»kx urner said yes, spec1aI use permit would be a better way rather than simply removing
surfacegparkmg lots altogether.

Mr. Fletch ensaid I bel;eé?/c that is what was understood, that we would allow surface parking Jots
and parkmg go Y special use permit only. I question whether property owners or developers
within the B- l\d '“ct would like that; we would be taking a by-right use away.

&
Mr. Way said if we saw an appropriate plan for a parking lot, we would have the authority to give it
a thumbs-up as a special use permit. If we remove parking garages it Just seems appropriate to go

ahead with parking lots at this time too.

Mrs. Turner said this is something we would want to ask Harrisonburg Downtown Renaissance’s
(HDR) Board if they have an opinion on it.
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Mr. Fletcher said 1 like the idea, but my recommendation is to not make an off-the-cuff decision on
this tonight.

Mr. Chenault and Mr. Way both said it should be looked into. We are in a revitalization mode and
we are trying to enhance our downtown area and this is working towards that goal. We do not want
to see buildings taken down and replaced with surface parking lots. )

Mr. Fletcher said we can discuss this with other departments and boards.

Mr. Way asked if Planning Commission was thinking of not movm forward&;he proposed
landscaping regulations until this is Iooked into, or would this be erha‘f)% anged latel;,

Mr. Fletcher said I would recommend that Planning Comrmsn e forward wﬂh% IS jan, {_

R

the idea of removing surface parking

lots as a by-right use in the B-1, Central Business District.

.‘:.?A%\

&

ed parkmcr lot landscaj I

;%@

Mr. Fletcher continued, approving the p: rdmance will add cost to

property would be needed to constrﬁct the?evelop m

I mz1n0 the above, it is very difficult
to quan‘ofy and characterlze the negative 1mact agg;"

ordmance could have on development in the

Adopting the propose »parki pir
Comprehensive Planéggﬁélwand use g§als and one of

Table 1:4 ji(:" !
G,

ordinance would help achieve two of the
irassociated objectives (Table 1).

., Oh jectlves, and Strategies Associated with
ng Lot Landscaping Regulatlons

Potential Implementing

_ Objective Strategy

Strategy 1.1.2 — To develop a set
of design guidelines for new
development and redevelopment
based on these design elements.
Such design guidelines might
address such  matters  as:
landscaping, preservation of
green space, preservation of
historic resources, placement of
buildings and parking lots,
building bulk and height, how
buildings address the street,
signage, and lighting.

Goal 8 ~ To preserve and | Objective 8.4 — To preserve and Strategy 8.4.5 — To consider

rovel:e Objective 1.1 — To improve
;"%11ty development and redevelopment

that reinforces the City’s unique
development. character and sense of place.
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enhance the City’s natural | expand green spaces and tree | adding street tree planting and

resources and encourage | planting in the City. other landscape requirements for

development that is new development and

compatible with nature. redevelopment in the City’s land
use codes.

Staff recommends amending the Zoning Ordinance by modifying Section 10351 4
Occupancy, Section 10-3-17 Comprehensive Site Plan Review, Section 1043:2; Deﬁmtlons
Section 10-3-25 Off-Street Parking Regulations, adding Section 10-3- 3{%@ H%Lot
Landscaping, modifying Section 10-3-84 Uses Perm1tted By Right of e B-1 dlStrI(\}}Igb
Section 10-3-85 Uses Permitted By Special Use Permit of the B~ stric%d modifyi
10-3-56.3, 57.3, and 58.3 Uses Permitted By Right sections of 3 s 'Re6, R-7, and MX-U di;

respectively. 0 ’

not be required to do street tree plan 0 b:ause th

However, there is a hope and perhaps some%mmo ‘
between their building and the public street; 1
your question there is noLasTee ement that

public hearing and "

anyone des to speak in favor of the request Hearing
none, he asked i ifsher ¢ ;

4 ;e 1n oppos1t10n of this request. Hearmg none, he

Mr. Way saiddhere was on ghange mentioned tonight about reducing the size of the landscape
T T )

1sland quiare f00 age; is that a..blem or is that a reasonable change?
%setcher said tha hange ca ol nto play before you all even saw the draft of this ordinance.
- gent the draft out toy Shenand 6ah Valley Builders Association (SVBA) Executive Officer who
& a.ilable to all o} 'gétheir members and a comment came in from an engineer from that review.
‘ t was that @ey felt what was originally proposed was too big and he suggested a
reduced area.We hadgz; nversations with the City Engineer and the numbers that we ended up with
are what he t%%f a 2 good compromise; he took into consideration the design of internal parking

lots and how th,, radius works and so forth.

Mr. Way said so these islands are large enough to accommodate a decently sized tree and two or
three shrubs?

Mr. Fletcher said to the best of my knowledge, yes. This was reviewed by our Parks and Recreation
Department in house staff, our tree gurus if you will, also there were some landscape architects and
landscape designers reviewing it and there were no negative comments. Actually the most positive
comument was that this was one of the most common sense approaches they have seen.
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Mr. Way said thank you to staff for putting all this together. Hopefully, it will improve the fabric of
the City over the long term.

Mrs. Turmner said we would like to acknowledge that Mr. Fletcher did most all of the work on this.

Chairman Jones said I have heard Mr. Da’Mes speak on numerous occasions regarding landscaping
within the City, so I would like to know if this ordinance is taking us in the directit at he was
hoping for? Does it go far enough?

&

Mr. Da’Mes replied that the ordinance gives the considerations that we waf Lk

flexibility to the developer. Iam satisfied to a point; perhaps what I wi@é%:)kin was more

within the construction materials of a building and getting away from ﬁ%@(&%ﬂe‘ce and. cinder block
b LY '

buildings.

Dr. Dilts said I have a comment regarding wanting more por

the landscaping. ; %
Mr. Way said I would hope that this also is part of thed it :
and encourage the planting of more trees and to have'mor ces indirt

hopefully this is an early step in that direction. Street trees a?‘ s?‘i ue to a City and they help
environmentally too.

.

. D
dinance amendments tha

Chairman Jones said we have a series of wed:

we like to handle these in mass or indiyi

diby stafl in this request.

Dr. Dilts moved to accept all the aniendme

Mr. Way seconded the motion.

All voted in favor of the motion
Landscaping Ordﬁ 1ge and rel

Chairman Jones said thlr%%

" a tive zoning inspectors visited the Wyndham Woods sector of the City in
December wherg they found two violations. The violations consisted of discarded materials and
inoperable vehicles. Next month zoning inspectors will be in the Northfield area.

Other Matters

Zoning Regulations Regarding Telecommunications Facilities

Mr. Fletcher said last month Planning Commission discussed telecommunications and advised staff
to look into our existing regulations and whether we should do more research regarding
telecommunications. Staff provided a report to the Commission within your packet this month;

10
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therefore, the general question for Planning Commission is where would you like us to proceed
next?

Mr. Chenault said perhaps we should look at other areas to see what regulations they may have.

Mr. Da’Mes said we continue to hear that G-force is coming to Harrisonburg; what does that mean
for us? Faster speeds, higher usage, heavier equipment, and more? Are we kee pifig up with
technology? '

Mr. Fletcher asked if G-force was the same as 4G technology.

Chairman Jones replied yes.

Mr. Fletcher said I believe we are currently running into the
there something more than just looking at how other logdlifies hang this?

Mrs. Turner said is there something specific that YOU"‘?ée%ac ithin our ordinance and would
like for us to find examples of in other ordinances. Ol

standards by which to review. It might besworth talking to some of he pro

: Then perhaps we could be more proactive,
L, &

rather than reactive. &
Mr. Chenault said check with the Virginia

Bt
M. Fletcher said we willh

&d?
e

. --:cher said the last item on the agenda is the annual reports. One is the internal annual report
from plagning and zoni&g This gives you an idea of other things that we are doing within our
eport is the Planning Commission Annual Report which needs to be

division. 1

Mr. Chenault moy
Council.

d to forward the Planning Commission Annual Report, as presented, to City

Mr. Finks seconded the motion.
All voted in favor of the motion (6-0).

Mrs. Turner said she has one item to discuss with Planning Commission. I received a call from a
Mr. John Stentson, who is a blind pedestrian in the City of Harrisonburg, and he has an on-going

11
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campaign to get the audible signals at crosswalks in as many places as possible within the City. Of
course, that is quite an expense and I do not know how many of them we may have in place now.

Mr. Chenault said Mr. Stentson has been to City Council several times and I know that the
Transportation Safety and Advisory Commission recently had addressed two of the corners he had
complamed about. They recommended mstalhnc the audible device at both 1nters jons and were

piece meal at this point.

Mrs. Turner said it apparently costs several thousand dollars for each st not€ven each
intersection. Mr. Stentson said he had been working with the Police Dc artment ’: ress release
and asked that I forward it to you. It actually is part of an overail .emlrﬁ%%gto moto

pedestrian safety &

Council Chambers,

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.

12




CITY OF HARRISONBURG
Special Use Permit

883 Chicago Avenue
James and Connie Hillyard 9 4 —~
Sec. 10-3-97 (9) Religious Use AN G =
Tax Map: 39-E-1 Y :
39,985 +/- sq. ft. X _ _
LOCATION MAP " iy of Hartsonburg, Vigins




. SUP - Religious use in M-1, 10-3-97(9)
883 Chicago Avenue

SRRIS
=20,
ey W E
= /3
— &




City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
February 8, 2012

SPECIAL USE PERMIT — 883 CHICAGO AVENUE (RELIGIOUS USE)
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: James and Connie Hillyard

Tax Map: 39-E-1

Acreage: 39,985 +/- square fect

Location: 883 Chicago Avenue

Request: Public hearing to consider a request for a special use permit per Section 10-3-97 (9)
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow a religious use within the M-1, General Industrial
District.

LAND USE, ZONING., AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Commercial. This designation states that these areas
include uses for retail, office, wholesale, or service functions. These areas are generally found along
the City’s major travel corridors and in the Central Business District of the City.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Vacant mercantile building and accessory structures, zoned M-1

North: Across Chicago Avenue, single-family homes, zoned R-1

East: Vacant lot, zoned M-1

South: Industrial uses, vacant lot, and non-conforming single-family home, zoned M-1
West: City of Harrisonburg property and other industrial uses, zoned M-1
EVALUATION

This is a request for a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-97 (9) of the Zoning Ordinance to
allow a religious use within the M-1, General Industrial District. If approved, The Church of God —
Rayos De Esperanza intends to occupy a 4,800 +/- square foot, vacant building located on the site for
their church services. The property is a 39,985 -+/- square foot parcel that fronts along Chicago
Avenue, at its intersection with Waterman Drive. The building would not provide housing facilities
for the church.

The church has stated the congregation consists of approximately 50 people and they would provide
seating for 60 persons. Based on the seating, 12 on-site parking spaces would be required. It appears
the site is large enough to create new parking areas where necessary and there is an existing open-
ended, accessory building along the eastern property boundary which could be used for parking as
well. Staff has pointed out to the applicants that the existing parking area located along Chicago




Avenue is laid out such that vehicles must back into the public right-of-way and across the bike lane.
Such parking does not conform to existing standards and, if approved, staff suggests conditioning the
permit to not allow this parking as it currently functions. Staff would work closely with the applicant
during the change of use process to ensure that all necessary parking and maneuvering requirements
are met.

The applicant has been informed that if they receive approval of the requested SUP, they would need
to apply for a change of use permit from the Building Division. This would require that all building
code regulations be met for the proposed use and any other planned renovations.

Staff does not have any concerns with a religious use at this location. The Comprehensive Plan
designates this corner of Chicago Avenue and Waterman Drive as Commercial and although zoned
M-1, the industrial uses found along this corridor are not intensive enough that a church would not
be compatible with the surrounding uses. Staff supports this application with the suggested
condition that the existing off street parking along Chicago Avenue shall not operate in its current
design and function.




Date Application Received: 10 January ZolZ

Application for Special Use Permit

City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

pret/=%

Fee:  $375.00 plus $30.00 per acre Total Paid:  $405.25~
Property Owner’s Name: :(Sﬁ.w-\gc g \z T \ | ,ma'

Street Address: 275 V(\u& e o C\ Bt Email: "

City: %*‘? LLS0A sl o State: \UCL Zip: 2280\
Telephone: Work Sdo :,%é— 2517 Fax Mobile Sudo- Qag-5540
Owner’s Representative:

Street Address: Email:

City: State: Zip:

Telephone: Work Fax Mobile

Description of Property and Request

Location (Street Address): €82 Clhaaad —f—, - ;\ denisim Do i > 2 €

Tax Map Number  Sheet: 22 Block: = Lot: Z | LotArea: 329 935 3= 1)
Existing Zoning Classification: .

Special Use being requested: < ze's

Please provide a detailed description of the proposed (use additional pages may be attached):

Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)
North:

South:

East:

West:

Certlﬁcatmn I certify that the information contained herein is true and accurate.

Signature: QMW 77) ;/)/ //)
ITEMS REQUIRED FOR SUBMISSION

Completed Application Fees Paid

Site Plan Property Located on Tax Map
Description of Proposed Use

Adjacent Property Owners

Last Updated: 07/01/2011



Vi

A
lb’i‘rO: Q,G ,% S{i/am&fnéwt?
@u@}m’? :’/77 dom’)fm}j&'ah

ﬁ{ e S83 Chiao d
. Udso o Yl
“ﬁw Al im bey Vo

{ , 7 " , .
\JU&J C fuicin %,ﬁwf! f{d?mg ' g&WMzQ Lo i~
e (floleudo j %mhag,”nﬁ 7 abova /L%&/w\@uyk
“/Q/L”JW«%j Quol (8 fuguueeTing That Yy Qon loe
7L éw/ding (d,_g‘, )}ﬁﬂ) a Cleacl.
{

w,(, Q/M/L,c/f\ %M\,w) (L ﬂ@fo//ﬁd

@wﬁ - T

Qﬂm{}/\xﬁ@%m QMQQZ\ '}?: Ogpley) ﬁﬂaj}ﬁf 40 M dol
Tmably wad %}?“"1 O it g /300 ged M [Coassim

i

bd S If ~ r_f"/}"‘f-?
bl
M\?‘f f

i . (i ' e
S R 2 S 2= [CVURRY Y PN N o T




l

— , - 7
Prision or m'_‘.)ms s Covun |

AR

W\
Hiunaep Proreart Yy N &x
Haeersonmsuee , liecmin ~ 8.
A o 8
THE SomEdEs Z Frralis Ade Aie THE r“\‘\;—)g
Pncte ConvEL Ep 70 -./Mgs y 2 5: Corwie M. W N

/«.[/&&yM ® 478(57, Paecee /.

PaopenT 5 Zowes ML,

it

et

‘ O
ToTAL AREn = 39,9559‘ _ : : |

——

30-E- |
Nicw rd Seeteik

THE SUWELED #74—@3&5 CAre N Towe X
Accooom s TE F.EMUL Mg Dprze
3 MNoy 89. |

i m,mu’t_k{;@/ Suger | oF Z ocsI-4




poox 478 mer B9

ScreE;, /oo’
OR7E /5 Sty 76
EERCIIGS OFIENTED
T THOSE FRUNE N
BB S, 2 7ol

LEGEAND
© © . IXNLE FouND
Q@ = Sosr

O e )PoN FIN SE7
O & ABIL SET 1N
TH I IE  STLANET

/ |
/39‘_{,47‘ ac 774‘/0 ,-G/KCZ"ZS ol Z/&/Vp

STRANDING 1l THE NAME D5 STNTH « CARY I)PLEMEN] SERVICE, SN,
CITY oF HRRRISONEGUREG .9 VoG 1400 R

1 hereby certify that the plat shown hereon is a true
and correct representation of a survey actually made
on the ground under my supervision.

Given under my hand this 15 day of July 1976,

CERD}ICATE No.
HA73 (A g
(A) 1195 E

<

o

‘i

i gillpi'l;:li“"l]ll![1]!|;l‘l|lm\]'li|‘1];'!1!ll|1li|Ill}lll}lpllIH'i!l]is]%lilliﬂ]l[\li]i' e

" DIETIGEN

MALE MW hoa

lﬂllmhu: :mlnﬁ :mhnzrnmhl|:|1||||l||ﬁ“ml|n|‘lr;mlml}?m]lmﬁmluuﬁluh|ul?:m||11"1::!unﬁul:m\fnﬂ;?z o

N

VIRGINIA: .in .lhe Clerk's Clfice of the Circuit Court of Rockinghem County.
The {oreoing ndirumcens was this azy presend in dhe office aforesaid, and is, !
togetlier vith t?:e\’c:rt.ia:u‘.c of gcinowledgment saneayd, sdmilled lo record this

LA 100 S S  centity thal taxes wera

.....Crlyj._%_‘&ﬁ;amfer._/ﬂ
It

TESTE: GEORGE V. KEMPER, CLERK,

92ed Book ND‘.....{../.Z.‘.%’QM.M..{Z_ l

h.. ey L) seveas 2 a

e 8 Wt et T

A T S

et e o o | e # A = v




M-1, 10-3-97 (9)
Avenue

Use in

®)
o)
©
&

7
=
o

19

Rel
883 Ch

SUP




s S

CITY OF HARRISONBURG
Special Use Permit
301 West Market Street (Intersection of
W. Market St. and Academy St.)
JJCARMON LC
Sec. 10-3-40 (7) Occupany up to 4 Persons
Tax Map: 35-V-14
8,768 +/- sq. ft.

R Planning and Community Development
LO CATION MAP City of Harrisonburg, Virginia




SUP - Occupancy in R-2, 10-3-40 (7)
301 West Market Street




City of BHarrisonburg, Mirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
February 8, 2012

SPECIAL USE PERMIT - 301 WEST MARKET STREET (SECTION 10-3-40 (7))
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: JICARMON, LC with representative John Monger IV

Tax Map: 35-V-14

Acreage: 8,768 square feet
Location: 301 West Market Street (corner of West Market Street and Academy Street)
Request: Public hearing to consider a request for a special use permit per Section 10-3-40 (7)

of the Zoning Ordinance to allow occupancy, other than permitted by right, of not
more than four persons within the R-2, Residential District.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Neighborhood Residential. This designation states that
this type of land use highlights those neighborhoods in which existing conditions dictate the need for
careful consideration of the types and densities of future residential development. Infill development
and redevelopment must be designed so as to be compatible with the existing character of the
neighborhood. These are older neighborhoods, which can be characterized by large housing units on
small lots.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Undeveloped lot, zoned R-2

North: Across West Market Street, Graham Plastics, zoned M-1 and dwelling units and
professional offices, zoned R-3

East: Across Academy Street, duplex dwelling unit, zoned R-3

South: Across undeveloped alley, single family dwelling, zoned R-2

West: Detached single family structure with legally established boarding and rooming house,
zoned R-2

EVALUATION

The applicant is requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-40 (7) of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow occupancy up to four persons within a single family detached dwelling that he
plans to build on the R-2 zoned lot. The undeveloped property is located in the 300 block of West
Market Street at its junction with Academy Street. If approved, one off-strect parking space per tenant
must be provided.




Before getting into the details of the request, occupancy restrictions of the R-2, Residential District
should be clearly understood as there is often a misconception as to how they are regulated. The R-2
zoning district shares the same occupancy restrictions of the R-1, Single Family Residential District.
Owner-occupied single family dwellings may include rental of space for occupancy by not more than
two persons and nonowner-occupied single family dwellings may include rental of space for
occupancy by not more than one person. The applicant noted he will not reside at the planned single
family detached dwelling; therefore, by-right he could rent to an individual or a family (regardless of
the number of individuals in the family) plus one other person.

The request in this application is similar to the occupancy permitted by-right in the R-3 zoning district,
where dwelling units may be occupied by a family or not more than four persons. This occupancy is
utilized by many of the student housing complexes in the City.

As shown in the submitted survey, the property is 8,768 square feet; therefore residentially, the lot has
enough lot area to build only a single family detached dwelling (duplex structures require at least
11,000 square feet). The dimensions and the location of the lot allow for two relief mechanisms in the
Zoning Ordinance. First, the lot is less than 60-feet in width; therefore interior side yard setbacks may
be reduced to five feet. Secondly, Section 10-3-112 of the Zoning Ordinance specifies that corner lots
shall provide a setback equal to the required front setback for all yards adjoining a public street—
meaning a 30-foot setback shall be applied from both West Market Street and Academy Street.
However, this section goes on to note that setback regulations shall not reduce the buildable width of a
lot to less than 50 percent, thus the setback from Academy Street can be reduced to approximately 28
feet. The submitted house plans illustrate the house to be 28 feet in width. Staff has already expressed
concern to the applicant about whether or not the planned house could fit in the buildable area. The
applicant believes he can make the proper adjustments to accommodate a structure within the buildable
width.

This neighborhood—bounded by West Market Street, South High Street, West Bruce Street, and South
Dogwood Drive—includes a mix of residential units with single family homes, duplexes, and multi-
family units. The neighborhood includes R-2 and R-3 zoned property; all parcels to the west of
Academy Street are zoned R-2 and all parcels to the east of Academy Street are zoned R-3. There is
also a mix of owner-occupied dwellings and nonowner-occupied, or rental, dwellings. The
neighborhood, as bounded and described above and based upon the City’s GIS information, may be
divided at approximately 42.5% owner-occupied units and 57.5% rental units. (The day following the
Planning Commission public hearing, the applicant notified staff of at least one error in the
statistical information above. Staff re-analyzed the data from the entire neighborhood and found
two errors; therefore, the neighborhood could be divided at approximately 41% owner-occupied
units and 59% rental units.) One comes to this conclusion by analyzing the tax map number and
designated address for the parcel and compares that data with the address to where the tax card is
mailed. If the addresses match, then one could deduce the property is owner-occupied. (Staff, however,
does know of instances where that method of analysis is inaccurate.) Understanding how the
occupancy restrictions work for this area, there is no good way of knowing the exact levels of
occupancy. If the R-2 properties have occupancy other than permitted by right, they are either non-
conforming or illegal. It should be understood the Zoning Ordinance was amended in 1998 to require a
SUP for occupancy to exceed the level permitted by-right. Before this time, occupancy in the R-2 and
R-3 district was the same. '




There are three R-2 properties in this neighborhood that staff is certain can have occupancy other than
permitted by right. The first property is the adjacent dwelling to the west at 323 West Market Street.
This property is classified as a boarding and rooming house and has been used as such since 1989
when R-2 zoned properties allowed boarding and rooming houses by-right. Today, boarding and
rooming houses are permitted only in the R-3 and M-1 districts and only by SUP. The second property
is a single family detached dwelling located at 375 West Bruce Street, which in 1999 received the
same SUP being requested in this application. The third property is located at 433 West Market Street
(one block to the west of the subject property), which in 2000 also received approval of the same SUP.
This property includes a duplex with permission for three occupants in one unit and four occupants in
the other unit.

The Comprehensive Plan designates this neighborhood as Neighborhood Residential, which means this
type of land use highlights those neighborhoods in which existing conditions dictate the need for
careful consideration of the types and densities of future residential development. Further, infill
development and redevelopment must be designed so as to be compatible with the existing character of
the neighborhood. Given the mixed residential pature in this neighborhood, one could argue a multi-
tenanted single family structure is compatible with the existing character of the neighborhood. Staff,
however, does not promote the furthering of this use in this area of the City.

In addition to this area’s Neighborhood Residential land use designation, which most closely relates to
an R-2 zoning district, the Comprehensive Plan also designates this area within a Neighborhood
Conservation Area. As specified in Chapter 4 of the Plan, such neighborhoods may: be rich in historic
and cultural fabric; face challenges to reinvestment and rehabilitation; confront preservation issues;
suffer from poorly maintained, deteriorating, or vacant homes and spot conversations of single family
homes to apartments (often for students); contain older deteriorating apartment buildings; face
encroaching commercial development or inappropriate conversion of houses to non-residential uses;
and/or have street traffic stress. The Comprehensive Plan recommends that each of the designated
Neighborhood Conservation Areas establish a community-based plan to address the related issues, and
although such a plan for this neighborhood has not been developed, staff believes the designation alone
gives credence to deny the SUP request. Secondly, approving such a request could be precedent
setting. With so many rental properties already within this area, approving this request sets up the
opportunity for other rental properties to expect to exceed the by-right occupancy.

Staff believes recommending approval of this request does not conform to the Comprehensive Plan and
recommends denial of the request.

If there is a desire to approve the SUP, staff recommends the following conditions.

1. All off-street parking spaces shall not be located between the principal building and the public
streets.

2. The parking spaces shall be screened utilizing the mechanisms as specified in the table within
Section 10-3-48.6 (b) of the Zoning Ordinance. Screening abutting the alley shall follow the
same rules for screens abutting a street. (The table is shown below.)

Screen Abutting Street Screen Abutting Adjacent Lot

4-foot high masonry wall 6-foot high masonry wall or solid wood fence




Or Or

Evergreen hedge of 4-foot high (ultimate Evergreen hedge of 6-foot high (ultimate
height) shrubs or trees planted a minimum of | height) shrubs or trees planted a minimum of
5 feet on center so as to form a dense screen 5 feet on center so as to form a dense screen




1-5-2012

To Whoem It May Concern:

Hello my name is John Monger and | am applying for a special use permit for 301 West Market
Street. The property was previously a four unit apartment building before the widening of West Market
Street. To make room for the widening of Market Street the building was torn down and has been a
vacant lot since, eliminating two, two bedreom, and two, one bedroom apartments. Unfortunately and
without permission the property is currently being used as a parking lot for the property next door.

Looking at the properties surrounding 301 West Market Street | feel that the lot would have a
more sensible use as a R2 multifamily than a R2 single family dwelling. With not only industrial and R3
properties across both West Market Street and Academy Street but also R2 multifa mily housing beside
the property it would be a very difficult environment for a family to move into. That is why | am
applying for the special use permit to allow up to four unrelated persons to be able to reside at 301
West Market Street.

My past experiences in developing lots in Harrisonburg lead me to believe that there will be
ample space for a parking lot at the south end of the lot, off the alley from Academy Street. This should
resolve any concerns of parking issues related to more persons living under one roof. If given the special
use permit construction on the house would start as soon as possible and | feel it would be a good fit for
the neighborhood and the city. Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

e

John Monger IV
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= BEARINGS ARE MAGNETIC

= SCALE 17 = 30’

TAX MAP = 35-V-14

= DATUM AS SHOWN HEREON IS ACCORDING
TO RECORDED INFORMATION AND IS A
CURRENT FIELD SURVEY.

5 = NO TITLE REPORT FURNISHED

6 = OTHER RIGHTS OF WAY AND EASEMENTS

ENNSE NS
Il

g IF ANY, ARE NOT SHOWN
LEGEND
€ = NAIL SET
O = IRON PIN SET
A = RAILROAD SPIKE

WEST MaRkeT STREET

35—-V-13A
ILEX LLC

,768 SQ. FT.
0.201 ACRES

ALLEY

_
S

BOUNDARY SURVEY OF A 0.201 ACRE TRACT OF LAND

LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF ACADEMY STREET AND
WEST MARKET STREET, IN THE CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

OWNER: JJ CARMON, LC
REFERENCE: DEED BOOK 1766. PAGE 450

NEWMAN SURVEYING

Licensed Land Surveyor

Mt. Jackson, Virginic 22842
JOB NO. H35-V—-14 FEBRUARY 14, 2008 (540) 477-3730




Date Application Received: /- 05~ /2.

Application for Special Use Permit
ff? 2= 08 City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

' 00
Fee: $325:00 TowlPaid: 8 400. 2%

Property Owner’s Name: .,\ J C A‘ R MOIV l l
Street Address: /oo ’Im!”){ A R Email:

City: /T / redoed State: VA Zip: 295’0 [
Telephone: Work $9- 733392 Fax S$90-434 (847 Mobile S op-H/Al-773

Owner’s Representative: .‘\ & l ~ H '}77(, neer w
Street Address: 8 Sg )Vg{,/,,_,,i d,— Email: J )\Mo-n:lg ) 9/775\;'/_ Lo

City: /é{;rr.‘@m.é./f’s State: 1/’/} Zip: 2290 (
Telephone: Work $%5- 538~ 3982 Fax &%p-<24- )¢ 7 Mobile Syp- SRAl- 77349

Description of Property and Request

Location (Street Address): 2ol W m@rlce/!' 64"

Tax Map Number Sheet: »2&  Block: Y Lot: j4 Lot Area:
Existing Zoning Classification: R 9~

Special Use being requested: __ Roerdontre) Mol dom:ly,
i {

Please provide a detailed description of the proposed (use additional pages may be attached): &Ll\(/{

Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)
North: ,
!

P

Sstth < A 17 ]
East: Lyee., [Tt
West:

Certification: / certi [ the information contained herein is true and accurate.
Signature: /%% %

- Property Owner

1>

ITEMS REQUIRED FOR SUBMISSION

Completed Application Fees Paid

Site Plan Property Located on Tax Map
escription of Proposed Use

Adjacent Property Owners




ILEX, LLC
13614 Heritage Valley Way

Gainesville, Va 20155

Ethyl Development Corp.
2401 Pleasant Valley Rd

York, PA 17402

Billy H. & Brenda J. Hoover
12006 Raynes Hill Drive

Grottoes, Va 24441

Win-e, LLC
1165 Springfield Drive

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Patricia Murphy
306 w Water St

Harrisonburg, VA 22801




January 2012 Proactive-Zoning Report

For the month of January 2012 the proactive-zoning program targeted the Northfield
section of the city. During the proactive inspections a total of thirteen violations were found.
The violations consisted of inoperable vehicles and discarded materials.

4" CYCLE
MONTH SECTOR VIOLATIONS CORRECTED
December 2011 Wyndham Woods 2 2
January 2012 Northfield 13 n/a
February 2012 Purcell Park
March 2012 Parkview
April 2012 Northeast
May 2012 Ind./Tech Park
June 2012 Exit 243
July 2012 Fairway Hills
August 2012 Smithland Rd.
September 2012 N. Main St.
October 2012 Liberty St.
November 2012 Westover
December 2012 Garber’s Church
January 2013 Spotswood Acres
February 2013 Jefferson St.
March 2013 Forest Hills/TMU
April 2013 S. Main St.
May 2013 Hillandale
June 2013 Maplehurst/JMU
July 2013 Long Ave/Norwood
Aungust 2013 Greystone
September 2013 Greendale/SE
October 2013 Ramblewood
Stone Spring
Novenober 2013 Village/IMU
December 2013 Sunset Heights
January 2014 Reherd Acres
February 2014 RT 33 West -
March 2014 Chicago Ave
April 2014 Pleasant Hill
May 2014 Avalon Woods
June 2014 ‘Waterman Elementary
July 2014 Keister Elem
August 2014 500-600 S. Main
September 2014 Court Square
Bluestone Hills &
October 2014 Valley Mall
November 2014 Preston Heights

The proactive-zoning program for February 2012 will be directed towards the enforcement of
the Zoning Ordinance in the Purcell Park section of the City.




